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1 . The amendment filed on 5/5/08 is entered and made of record. 

2. Response to Applicant's Arguments: 

I. On page 7, the applicant stated: "In contrast, the invention of claim 1 has a recognition 
process that recognizes "a character pattern of a number plate of the mobile object, an 
image of a front view of the mobile object or an image of a driver of the mobile object." 
This is completely different from the approach taken by Brady." 

The examiner cannot find any explicit disclosure in Brady, which teaches "recognizing a 
character pattern of a number plate of the mobile object, an image of a front view of the 
mobile object or an image of a driver of the mobile object." Ikeda (US pat no 6,734,787) 
discloses recognizing an image of a front view of the mobile object (see figure 6, 
"recognized object" shows the front of a vehicle). One skilled in the art would include 
step of recognizing the front of a vehicle because to determine whether the vehicle at 
the rear is too close, so driver may speed up to prevent accident. 

II. On page 8, the applicant stated: "For example, claim 4 calls extracting "two partial 
images from the high-resolution image captured by the high-resolution camera, and 
generates a video picture by alternately inserting the two partial images as respective 
low-resolution images, and said detection device detects the mobile object using the 
generated video picture" ... The Examiner points to Benton for this feature at col. 3, 
lines 2 — 40. This text states: ... This text discusses receiving video not generating 
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video. It is submitted that the dependent claims are independently patentable over the 
prior art." 

The examiner disagrees; the videos are originally generated from two different video 
cameras, Target Acquisition FLIR (Forward Looking Infra Red) system (TAFS) and a 
Maverick Missile (MAV), at two different input video frequency (column 4, lines 57-61) 
and then combined together. 

DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 - 3, 5, 9 and 10 - 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brady (US pat no 5,761 ,326) in view of Ikeda (US pat no 6,734,787). 

With regards to claim 1, Brady discloses extracting as a partial image a part of a high- 
resolution image captured by the high resolution camera (see figure 1, an image is 
taken on enclosed rectangular area of a scene is read as the high resolution image; 
column 7, lines 33 to 41, candidate regions such as regions which a vehicle is detect is 
read as the partial image); and generating a low-resolution image having lower 
resolution from the partial image (see column 12, lines 35 to 41, sub-sampling is 
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perform to reduce the resolution); detecting the mobile object using the low-resolution 
image (see column 1 1 , lines 14 to 30, track or target points are current edge points of a 
vehicle being track; tracking is read on detecting). Brady reads on performing a 
recognizing process for the detected mobile object using a high-resolution image (see 
column 12, lines 43 to 63, matching is done using difference image between reference 
image and vehicle image in the target region); and outputting a recognition result of the 
detected mobile object (see column 12, lines 34 to 46, once detected identification of a 
car or truck is done; column 1 0, lines 5 to 9). 

The examiner cannot find any explicit disclosure in Brady, which teaches "recognizing a 
character pattern of a number plate of the mobile object, an image of a front view of the 
mobile object or an image of a driver of the mobile object." Ikeda discloses recognizing 
an image of a front view of the mobile object (see figure 6, "recognized object" shows 
the front of a vehicle). One skilled in the art would include step of recognizing the front 
of a vehicle because to determine whether the vehicle at the rear is too close, so driver 
may speed up to prevent accident. 

With regards to claim 2, Brady reads on an apparatus according to claim 1 , wherein 
said extraction device extracts a plurality of partial images using a plurality of windows 
provided and arranged at an upper end, a lower end, a left end, or a right end of the 
high resolution image captured by high resolution camera (see figure 7B, there are six 
different images arranged in the larger window, 208), and generates a low-resolution 
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image by arranging the plurality of partial images in one direction (see column 12, lines 
34 - 60). 

With regards to claim 3, Brady reads on an apparatus according to claim 1 , wherein 
said extraction device extracts a plurality of partial images from the high resolution 
image captured by the high-resolution camera (see figure 7B, there are seven partial 
image within 208), generates a low-resolution image by combining the plurality of partial 
image (see column 12 lines 37 - 40, a 2 X 2 kernel is use to reduce the resolution of the 
image in the region of interest), and generates a video picture from low-resolution 
images consecutive in a time series, and said detection device detects the mobile object 
using the generated video picture (see figure 2, 2, a video consists of series of 
sequential images put together in series). 

With regards to claim 5, Brady discloses an apparatus according to claim 1 , wherein 
said extraction device extracts the partial image using a window provided at a closest 
position to a running direction of the mobile object which enters the high-resolution 
image captured by the high-resolution camera (see figure 1 1 , the vehicle enters the 
image frame at the bottom of the image with a window place around the vehicle). 

With regards to claim 9, Brady discloses an apparatus according to claim 1, further 
comprising a storage device storing information about a plurality of detection windows in 
the high-resolution image captured by the high-resolution camera, and information 
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about a recognition window associated with each detection window, wherein said 
extraction device extracts a plurality of partial images using the plurality of detection 
windows, and generates a low-resolution image by combining the plurality of partial 
images, and when the mobile object is detected from a partial image in the low- 
resolution image, said recognition device extracts a recognition image from the high- 
resolution image transmitted from the high-resolution camera using a recognition 
window corresponding to a detection window used in extracting a partial image in which 
the mobile object is detected (see column 4 lines 7-9, the data shown in figures 5, 7B 
and 1 1 is store in a storage device). 

With regards to claims 10, 11, 13 and 14, see the rationale and rejection for claim 1 . 

3. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brady 
('326) in view of Ikeda (787) as applied to claim 1 further in view of Benton (US pat no 
5,479,526). 

With regards to claim 4, Brady and Ikeda disclose all the limitations discussed in claim 1 
including generating low-resolution image, but do not disclose generating a video 
picture by alternately inserting the two partial images as respective images. Benton 
discloses generating a video picture by alternately inserting the two partial images as 
respective images (see column 3, lines 27-40). One skilled in the art would include 
generating a video picture by alternately inserting the two partial images as respective 
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images because to select the better image of the two to be inserted into the image, 
which produce the best possible image or frame. 

4. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brady 
('326) in view of Ikeda (787) as applied to claim 1 further in view of Piccinelli (US pat no 
6,829,373). 

With regards to claim 6, Brady and Ikeda disclose all the limitations discussed in claim 1 
including generating low resolution image, but do not disclose changing a size of the 
window depending on a form the image. Piccinelli discloses changing a size of the 
window depending on a form the image (see column 7, lines 16-23). One skilled in the 
art would include changing a size of the window depending on a form the image 
because the window size needs to change in order to accompany the size of a smaller 
car, which makes the window smaller or accompany the size of a large truck, which 
needs to increase the size of the window; if the window is smaller than the object of 
interest then there will be some error identification. 

5. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brady 
('326) in view of Ikeda ('787) as applied to claim 1 further in view Kakinami (US pat no 
6,813,371). 
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With regards to claim 7, Brady and Ikeda disclose all the limitations discussed in claim 1 
including generating low-resolution image, but do not disclose changing an angle of the 
window depending on a traveling direction of the mobile object. Kakinami discloses 
changing an angle of the window depending on a traveling direction of the mobile object 
(see column 9, lines 45-50, TB is perpendicular to the road shown in the figure 6a). One 
skilled in the art would include step of changing an angle of the window depending on a 
traveling direction of the mobile object because if the object in the image is rotated by 
certain degree with respect to the images stored in a database, where this database 
contains image templates of different vehicle, might result in some error in the 
recognition process; aligning, in position and angle, the current vehicle object with the 
template image will increase recognition accuracy. 

6. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brady 
('326) in view of Ikeda (787) as applied to claim 1 further in view Hu (US pat no 
5,867,584). 

With regards to claim 8, Brady and Ikeda disclose all the limitations discussed in claim 1 
including generating low-resolution image and extracting a portion showing movement 
from the high-resolution image (see figure 1 1 , 130), but do not discloses selecting an 
optimum window from the plurality of windows. Hu discloses selecting an optimum 
window from the plurality of windows (see column 2 lines 59 - 67). One skilled in the art 
would include step of selecting an optimum window from the plurality of windows 
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because to make sure the window fit around the object in the image without any 
breaches, to ensure best possible recognition result. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ALEX LIEW whose telephone number is (571)272-8623 
or cell (917)763-1 192. The examiner can be reached anytime. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Bella can be reached on (571) 272-7778. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Matthew C Bella/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2624 

Alex Liew 

AU2624 

8/10/08 



